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ABSTRACT 

The author critically reviews recent suggestions from 
Buchmami, Fenstermacher , and Zumwalt that teacl^ers draw their own 
conclusions from re%earch findings, rather than accepting the 
(ioncl«i8ions researchers draw^*' Drawing on Gusfield's analysis of the 
language of social science,, the author considers the suggestions as 
proposals for the rhetoric that should, be used in research reporting. 
It is argued that acknowlodging the importance of teachers' 
rationality does not require researchers to abandon drawing 
implications and attempting to persuade teachers to accept those 
implications. <Author) " 
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Abstract .i^ 
The author critically reviews recent suggestions from Buchmann, C 
Penstermacfier , and ZuraWalt that teachers drftw their own conclusions J^rotn ^ 
research fiadingdy rather than accepting the conclusions researchers draw. 
Drawing on Gusfield's analysis of the language of social scienoe, the author 
considers Che. suggestions as proposals for the rhetoric that should be used in 
research reporting, Xt is argued that acknowledging the importance of 
teachers* rationality does not require researchers to abandon drawing 
implications and attempting to persuade teachers to accept those implicationji. 



THE Hole of rhetoric in changing teachers'., beliefs i .^ 

• ■ 

Robert E. Floden^ 



William Jamefii^ (1899/1958), talking' to teachers about psychology,' 
confessed that . '■ 

acquainted as I am with the height of some of your . , 

expectations, I feel a littjLe anxious lest, at the end' of these 
simply talks of mine, not a few of ydu may experience some ^ 
disappointment at the net results, (p, 22) 

Whatever those teachers fejj.t after listening to James, other practitioners. 

have certainly been disappointeck^by the results of research on teaching in the 

ensuing decades • >^For teachers, \th^ outcome of looking at research on teaching 

has often beea-'like that of drinkfng coffee and eating donuts: a euphoric 

«• 

rush of excitement fallowed by sudden depression* The current scarcity of 
support for research on teaqhing (and educational research in general) may be 
partly" attributable to the apparently minor impact of such efforts in the 
post'-Sputnik era (Clifford, 1973) • The research community had responded by 
suggesting attetnative research models and methods (e . g. , information- 
processing models of teacher cognition, ethnographic studies of class-room 

" ' fc * 

instructionX and by claiming that impact*^ is imminent (e.g., Koehler, 1983) • 

... * , ' ' I • 

J The criticism^ goes beyond educational research to encompass most of 



Social science. Problems of crime, poverty, and alienation seem untouched by 
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the work of economists and sociologists* Optimistic predictions of scientific 
research solutions are inevitably followed by cont^inuing struggles of , ' ' 
practical implementation • Scientists in all fields are reconsidering the 
proper conduct and realistic role of social science the improvement of 
practice. 

^ Few would deny that American elementary and secondary-school teaching 
can and should be improved. What role research on teaching can and should 
play in such improvement .-is less clear. The National Institute of Educati 



on 



and some other funding agencies communicate their expectation that research 
will ^lead to visible positive changes in what goes on in schools. But several 
leading figures in education have raised questions about the specific ways in 
which people have attempted to use research to change practice (e.g., 
,Buchmann, in press; Fenstermacher , 1979; Zumwalt, 1982), whether research has 
had significant practical consequence so far (e.g., Eisner, 1984), and whether 
it makes sense to expect practical consequences to result from research 
directly at all (e.g., Phillips, 1980). 

The federal government has taken an active role both iA supporting 
researdi ancT in initiating and supporting work designed to use ^<gearch 
results to cha^ige teaching practice. Often following an idea of how 
agricultural research has chataged fa^-miiig practice, humorous attempts have 
been made to disseminate research findings, put research into practice, and so 
on .(House, 1974)* This hope that research will influence teaching practice is 
complemented by placing a high value on research-based teaching practice. 

Leaders of teacher education programs are attracted by the idea that 
their prograips could be based on specific, well-^defined teaching competencies* 
The Competency Based Teacher Education (CBTE) and Perforraanc'e Based Teacher 
Education (PBTE) movements gained wide popularity during the late 1960s and 



early 1970a (for a critical account, see Hertzberg, 1976). Teacher educators 

were ao . successful at generating lists of competencies, however, th^t they 

soon had to face- the question of determining rational bases for competencies 

to be included in their programs. Research on teaching, was seen as the place 

to look for such a basis.- As Schalock, put it in 1973: <> 

At present • . . we . . • have no firm evidence that one set of 
competencies" is more productive of learning in children than ^ 
another se^, that one level of competency definition is. any better 
than another level ♦ . Questions of this nature can be 
answered only through research., (quoted in Houston, 1974, p. 6) 

Hence the. phrases "research-based teacher training" and "the knowledge base in 
teacher education" are liberally scattered through papers and presentations in 
teacher education. The research base, typically cast as process-product 
research on teaching (e.'g. , Brdphy & Good, in press; Medley, 1977)> was to 
define the competencies to be achieved in teacher preparation, and inservice 
teacher training. ^ ^ 

Like all areas of education, teacher education is not ^homogeneous . Any ^ 
specific description of a "typical"' research-based teacher-preparation or 
inservice-training program will fit few actual' programs • ^ To analyse broadly 
defined approaches to' teacher ed)lcation, howevei^,. writers have sketched 
simplified examples of programs that embody distinctly different approaches. 
Perhaps no existing teacher preparation program or inservice program follows 
one or another approach exclusively. It may well be that some mix of types' is 



desirable. For simplicity, however, th\s paper will consider the strengths 

and weakness of "pure" types, rather thAn trying to determine the (possibly 

» ■ . ■ . ■ ■ - ■ '■ . 

synergistic) d^sequences of mixing types. The two "pure" types are resdarch- 



based training and educational discussion of research. 
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Research-Based Tralnii^ig 

FiVst consider research-based teacher training. In this approach, 
conclusions are <lrawn from research on teaching, typically process-product 
research, about the ways in which^ teachers ought to act. These desired ways 
of acting are then written as thfe cotapetencies teachers require, and teachers 

are traiAed to achieve these competencies • 

' . -I 

It is not di^icult to find examples, of teacher preparation programs that 

train teachers to perform in ways found to be associated with student 

learning. Such teacher training is. still in evi.dence, often with the 

endorsement of researchers* Rosenshine, for example, is a major proponent of 

the Direct Instructional- Model as a summary^ of desired teacher performances. 

In an article with Meyers, he gives the following description of* a teacher 

training program based on. the model: ^ 

^ Teachers ai^e taught through the model-lead-test procedure, 

instruction is recycled until 100 percent mastery is achieved, the 
trainer obtains attention quickly and proteeds^ at a brisk pace, 
reinforcement is frequent and specific, and the trainees are given 
active practice through choral responses in the group setting and 
through individual turns in small groups . . . • Any mistakes that 
the teachers make are corrected by the trainer again modeling the 
behavior then* leading the teachers, and then having the teachers 
practice alone. This training loop continues until the skill is 
mastered. (Rosenshine & Meyers, 1978, p. 269) 

Such an approach to teacher preparation or inservice training has been 
criticized by a variety of educational scholars. Consideration of these 
problems has led to recoramendatiojns for replacing research-baa^d teacher 
draining with educational discussion of research. The specific formulations 
of the latter approach are, however, somewhat problematic # 

Two lines of criticism have been leveled against research-based teacher 
trainirfg* The first objects to teachfers* accepting conclusions they have not 
themselves drawn— conclusions drawn by ejiucaw-onal researchers. The secopd 



argues that, in teach^er preparation and staff developtnent, education is 

. > • ' * . ' ' 

preferable to training. % 

r \ • . . 

It's better to draw your own cooclusionB . The content oi research-based 
teacher training is the conclusion? drawn by educational researchers, 
^especially researchers on teaching. Critica have discussed four problems with 
getting' teachers to accept the conclusions researchers draw, suggesting that 
it would be better for ^teachers to draw their own conclusions. ' 

First, they argue that conclusions drawn in existing (especially process-* 

product) research rely on an overly narrow view of education. Through focus 

on learning that can be easily tested with commonly available achievement 

tests and use of an idea of teaching as a coordinated assembly of^ 

instructional skills, research conclusions tend to downplay some important 

aspects of educatjion (e.g., teachers' curriculum development, students' grasp 

of , abstract concepts) . . Accepting the conclusions researchers draw involves 

accepting that narrow definition without even considering that fother 

definitions are possible. Duchmann (1983a) makes the stronger claim that 

sbtfetimes consideration of a broad range of educational, aims creates 

situations in which some research knowledge ought to be ignored: 

As a basis for action, the belief that students can learn must be 
upheld whatever test scores, the opinions of parents, and even the 
firsthand experiences of the teacher may imply to the contrary. ^ 
This tiriumph of hope over experience Is justified — i;iot because it 
fits with the data but because it can create new desirable facts. 
(Buchmann, ''1983a, p. 4) / , " 

Second, the training appro>ach tends to give teacherif mistaken confidence 

in the ce^rtainty of J:he research results J Telling someone what to do creates 

the impressions that the teller knows what is best. But all research 

conclusions are uncertain, and educational research provides no exceptions • 

The emphasis on indirect teaching supported bv Flanders research (4970), for 



eKampXei has given way to an emphasis on direct instruction* conclusions 
'educational researchers. draW aVe partially shaped by their beliefs about the 
^saence of good education; this stropg dependence on values h&s led to special 
uncertainty, in the conclusions from research on teaching (Dunkin & Biddle, 
1974). V . \ 

Third, training teachers-^:'© follow research conclusions is of little use, 
because, no research conclusion will be appropriate for all teaching " 

circumstances/ The complexity of the context and process of teaching makes it 

* ■ ■ ■ 

virtually impossible to find specific prescriptions for teachers that would 
apply to all situations* •'Rese'arch is unlikely to produce universally , ^ ^■ 
applicable laws and those produced will only be selectively implementeci 
anyway" (Zumwalt, 1982, p* 239). As a result, teachers must have more than 
the ability to smoothly execute a set of teaching skills* They must haye the- 
ability to jurige when a particular approach is most likely to be successful, 
an ability that^ requires knowing much more about research studies than the 
conclusions* ^ 

Finally^ preservice preparation cannot hope to produce polished 
professionals* The time available does not begin to be adequate for providing 
all the things that would help teacher's provid^e outstanding instruction* 
Teachers muat know how to learn more and be inclined to do so* Training in 
conclusions tends instead to give th^ impression of mastery -of the craft. 

Should teachers be well educated or higl|jly trained ? A second criticism 
■» • ■ . " ■ 

of research^base4 teacher training is that tteachers should be educated, rath 

I 

thaiji trained, whether or not research on tedkhing figures in the program. 

'■■ ■ . ' ' ) 

Education is often contrasted with training (or, in more extreme cases, 
indoctrination), in which students (in this case preservice or inservic 



teachers) are led to havefCertain beliefs or akiils without the additional 

* • 

rustif icatiqn and ratiortale associated with education. In education, the 

rationality of the students is^acl^owle^ged, both in how the students are 

taught and 'j.n what they are . taught . /In procejss,. "the teacher -is prepared to 

explatrii that is, to acknowledge the*_^student ' s %-ight to ask for reasons and 

his concomitant right to exercise his judgmentvon the merits of the case" . 

(afcheffler, 1973, p. 62). In content emphasis is on increasing students' 
> j' 

abilities to make well-founded independent judgments, rather, than on providing 
them with answers. The •'fundamental educational ideal is to make^a^^^H^er^ 
as possible the 'free and critical quest for reasons, in all realjas of study'' 
(Scheffler, 1973,* p. 62). * — , ■ i 

Why should teachers be edurcated? Several different reasons have been 
given. • . . 

First, if teachers are trained to produce specif ic performances , then . . 
their interest inMieaching may declir\e as they attain mastery. The teacher 
trained in specific skills of teaching will find initial work experiences 
challenging, if not overwhelming. With experience, however, the coordination 
of different tasks becomes habitual^ and ^the skills are acquired to the point 
that little effort is required to effectively perform them. That is the point 
at which thie mid-career slump may begin. -If, in contrast, the teacher's 
preparation emphasised the examination of evidence and reasoning about the 
connections between means and ends, stagnation would be less likely to occur: 
Teachers h;ive sourcfes of new evidence in their own teaching and in the 
research work oonilucted by others. Rather than teaching always being a. 
repetition. of last year' s activities, the teacher could be constantly 
readjusting classroom performances in the light Of new evidence or new. 
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insights gained by Reflecting on the evidence ♦ (See Dewey, 190,4, for, a 
similar, position. } I 

A^'second reason frfr educating teachers is that educated teachers/ are 

' * ' ' - ^ • / , / 

i\eeded to eduqate children* The education (a8%opposed to training) /of 

* ' • • ♦/. 

childreA v)ould presumably be defended under the gianeral )irgument given ^above. 

The connection to the education of teachers iS fami\iar from assfrtiohs that ^ 

teachers teach in the manner in* which they" were taught . ^ If a ti^acher was 

, ( ■■ ^ " . / 

^ / ■ ' 

trained in all preparatory experiences^, then that teacher wily be 'inclined to 

train students. 

^ Finally, one could justify teacher education as a way of adjusting 
general research results to specific situations* Cronbac^ (1975) has argued^ 
that it is unrea'l^rtjlble to expect to find '^ny universality applicable laws of 
social science- only way in which ^sojll^i^^n be^/used to inform » 

decisions about ^^eclffic situation is "f or vsoraeone knowledgeable about the 
sitre to give careful consideration to both the reseairch reports and the 
characteristics of the site. A teacher trained to prodilce specific 
performances may be effective in an average classroom, but ineffective in many 
real classrooms". 'While there may be an average/gain in getl?ng all teachers 

to perform in a Mcertain way, individual classes may suffei;. A teacher 

' / 

educated to reason about evidence, on the other hand, should be well suited to 
modify generally effective performances to fit the chara^^^iBristaca of this 
year's group of students. Although ^he teacher may not always make the bdiit • ' y ' 

possible interpretation, preparation that emphasizes the development of reason 

•> . 

and corjsideration of evidence should improve the quality of inteifpretatioj^ 
made* 
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Educational Discussioris of Research j 
In reaponse to the criticiaras o.f reaearchrbaaed teacher training, the 
geneVal direction that' haa been'^urged is to^replace learning of Vresearch 
concilusions with diacuasion of research evidence and research studies • The 
specific means suggested are vai?iatiQns on thi's general theme. * ^ 

Fen^termache;: (1979, 1980) bases his proposals on Green:' a definition of 

■ - ■ ■ u " 

educati.0Ji: * #i 

' ' EducSrtidn, f9r Green, is largely a matter of transforming^ a 

person's subjectively reasonable beliefs to objectively /easonable^ 
. beliefs. The transformation ' from /iubrjective reasonableness to 
objective reasonableness is undertaken by developing, the student's 
capacity to reason and by presenting evidence for'or against 
subjeptively reasonable beliefs. (Fenstermacher , 1979, pp. 21-22) 

•The alternative Fenstermacher proposes is to present research findings to 
teachers "as evidence ... to encourage the transformation of teachers' 
beliefs from subject^^vely to objectively reasonable^" (Fenstermacher, 1979, p. 
169). This transformation^not only is educative,^ but it removes the necessity 
for the researchers to draw causal inferences. The associations discovered. ^ 
can be presented to teachers, who are th^n allowed to draw their own 
inferences . . 

When research findings , appear to Ije at odds with subjectively reasonable . 
beliefs, teachers may or may not change their beliefs* If teachers give 
serious consideration . to the research findings, Fenstermacher believes, this 

"^onsidpration will at least tend to enldrge their understanding and 
differentiate their perceptions (Fenstermacher, 1980). 

Fens termac her thinks that itf ma]^ be even better to direct; attention away 
froiA the specific empirical findings of research toward the concepts that 
guide and cora^ firom research. Rather than learning findings or conclusions, 
acquiring new concepts gives teachers additional ways of perceiving t^eir work 
environments* Acquiri^ng new concepts, even more than considering evidence, 



acta 80 as td enlarge understanding and differentiate perceptions. Acquiring 
a new concept gives *'teacher8 A new way to structure . their expedience, ''an 
msiglitful and suggestive way to look at and think about the connections 
between tea;:hiag arid learning'^ (Fensterraacher , 1980, ls^34) • ^ 

Because of existing problems with the use of process-product research, 
and because of the importance he sees for ^research acknowledging teacliers' ' . 

intentions, Fetistermacher h^s argued that a change in Research methods is 

' \ 
necessary for the improvement of teacher edTlcati¥>n^ Transforming 4:eacher$ • 

, f 

beliefs, he ariaed', ceqmrrea knowledge of carrent Reliefs. Furtheprmore , no 

. V ■ . ■ \ 

description of teaching and learning can be adequat<l\ unless it includes 
consideration of the beliefs and intentions of teachers- and students. Hence 

he -arjue.s for raor^ emphasis' on descriptive studies that\ include attention to 

■ ■ \ 

mental stitas and processes. 

Zumwilt ( 1982) </ontjurs with Fensterraacher ' s suggest ii^n that teachers 
should consider research findings , rather than conclusionsy^ but aAso stresses 
tihe importance of what the teachers do with these findiags * ^ She advocates a 
del L^)erative orie^nt^fit ion in wjii^ch researcti findings are used ^ka the basis of 
diicusjions with^other teachers about teacning and education. Like 
Fenstermacher , she holds that if a research fi/ding appears to contradict *a 
teacher ^s belief about teaching and learning, the teacher need ^ot 
automatically give up the old belief for the research finding. ''When 
' seemingly definitive results are. contrary to one's own beliefs, the motivation 
to delve furthef iSi^greater" (Zwnwalt, 1932, p# 230). Through ^i^P^s^io'^i 
t€iachers. leatn how to reason about educational problems in gejj^Hiral, ,rather 
than learning the *'right way*' to solve^a particular teaching probleto#^ 
Research findings ar^e things to reason about, rfot things to b<^^aken ids 
certain truth* Reasoning -power will, Zumw.alt implies, give the abilities to 



ju4gp what approach will be appropriate, to continue to learn .^af||[er completing 
formal teacher preparation, and to ^ accurately judge how much confidence to put 
in res^tarch. 



inds both 
herative 
I she supports 



/Although Zurawalt seeraa to see mor6 problems* wiwtli the ua'e o 

' ■ ' • . ' ' ' 

product research than with the use of descriptive research, she 

kinds of reaearoh on ^aching suitable starting pointjs for a de . 

approach to teachej education. For use* in* educativfe discussion^ 

^ : 

conduct of research usititg both methods of study. 

Buchmano (1983a, in press) has constructed an argument similar to that of 
Fenatermacher and Zurawalt, but she widens the scope of her concern from 
research-based teacher training to the Ifeeneral conception of putting research 

..... o.. ^ ' \ ^ 

knowledge, use. She supports the conduct of^educational research in general 

and research on teaching in' parrticular' but believes that research* should not 

be used to persuade people of wlw t to. do or to bg^lieve. Rather,* research 

should become part olf ^the "conversation" about the sulj^i^ct of infterest (e.g.,. 
* * 

r 

teaching) • She also opposes simply trying to get teachers to behave or 
be^lieve as research tells them to do, but her suggestion aa to what should be 
done la ipraewhat different from that of Fensterraacher, and^ZumWtelt . ,She fears 
that, discussions of reaeatch results may improperly take the form of 
arguments. Fenatermacher and Zumwalt place emphasis on the standatd model of 
rational belief, which values clearly supported logicajj. links between 
conclusions, reasons, and evidence. This emphasis is, Buchroann argues, both 
too restrictive and to'b much oriented to th^ ideal of research, which is 
truth, in coritraat to ideal of^practice, which is wise action* 

Emphasis on clear and petsuasive argument is too restrictive because it 
addresses .only one aspect of the value of discussion, that of gaining 



intellectual clarity^ But diacuaaiStT^^g* , of research) has other values ao 



n 



well* Perhaps the most important of these is the^bility to motivate right 

action—a discussion 'vthat inspires pec^ple to do good is valuable, eVtfti if the 

^ arguments in the discussion are not perfectly clfaar\ Motivation to action and 

/ 

i||^arity may even be goals in tension; Precise argumept may have no place for 

appeals to emotion. ^At the least, unclarity in itself is not^ a fatal ^weakness 

in a di'Scussion, ^ ^ f " \ 

We have no reason to assume that premises that need to be guessed 
at, terms without clear definitions, oblique references, and ^ 
* ^ beliefs tt^t are not debatable must be associated with wrongheaded 
ideas or i/ndef ensible lines of action* (Buchmann, 1983li, ^p* ^v^*^ 

The emphasis on clear presentation ^of a position in an argument also 

tends to give improper weight to argumentative skills, skills more likely to 

be possessed by researchers than by teachers* This advantage, together with 

the greater social status Anperican sociBty gives to those who work with 

theory, as opposed^ to practice, tends to turn discussion of research results 

4t ^ ■ 

into another case of getting researchers to tell teachers what the answers 

are. Any program that tries to give teachers skills with which to compete on 

researchers* territory will most likely lead teachers to accept rule$ of a 

game in which they are unlikely to be able to win. Moreover, when researchetrs 
' ■ >. » 

^ break the rules, for example by speaking with apparent authority on topics 

they know little about, teachers *are unlikely to call. a foul. Instead, 

teachers may treat this event as an example* to be turned into a rule* 

Instead of having teachers diarcijss resenr^b, Buchmann proposes having 

teacHlers and researchers talk about education. The aim of such conversations 

N ■■ ■ 

is not to apply research knowledge, not to persuade teachers to accept 



research results, but to hav€^ good conversations. 
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Although •there are differences among these recommendations concerning 
what sort of research should be done and how it should be used, the three 
authors just discussed seem to agre^ that descriptive research would be more 
likely than process-product research^ lead to improvement of teacher 
eflucation, and that teachers should think their own thoughts and draw Ijheir 
,own conclusions from research, rather than having researchers decide what 

teachers should believe and try* to change their minds • These two positions^ 

...» k 
have some appeal, especially in th§ light of the past recotd of researqh-based 

teacher training* The proposed changes tl>eraselve'6 deserve careful scrutiny to 

f 

see what new problems are being exchanged for the old» ^ 

Descriptive Studies ^ ' 

Consider the suggestion that descriptive studies thiftt consider teacher, 
and student intentions might be better siiited for educative discussions of 
research, Twq sorts of advantage are mostpbvious • First, descriptive 
studies, tp the extent that they remain del%riptive, avoid drawing conclusions 
about desired changes in teaching practice* Sec6nd, the descriptive -studies 
give a more detailed, and in^some ways more complete, picture of teaching and 
learning. What advantages does each of these c4iaracteristics bring? * 

By eschewing conclusions, descriptive studies prevent any straightforward 

\ ■ 

prescriptive use of the research* If the study does not^ivndi^te what 
teachers should do to. achieve some goal, teacher preparation' programs can 
simply base prescriptions on the researcher's conclusions •-^either ca- 
teacher preparation students read the end of the research report to 
what they should do. Deciding what the report suggests about pra 
requires readirig something mora than conclusions and requires t' 
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what the Btudy means* Consequently, , such a study leuchf itself to Zumwalt's 

deliberative approachi or Buchraann's conversation, simply because any . 
» 

conclusions to be drawn must be drawn by the reader; the report does not try . 
to persuade the teacher to change in any particular way. 

By giving greater detail, a description l^nds itself to teacher education 
in two ways. First, the possibility of interesting discussion depends on the 
existence of complexity: If the character and meaning of events are 
immediately 4:Jlear,to all, further discussion is redundant* A deJtailed 
description allows for a variety of interpretations, each of which may fit 

i 

with parts of the description but not with others. Second, vivid- detail. r 

• " \ ' ' ■ " 

charges. a discussion with the emotive power capable o£ {changing minds* The 

generality raaylend itself to academic mastery of conce|pts, but the mental 

changes that will bring changes in practice are aided by consideration of 

compelling examples. As social psychologists have S'hown (e.g#, Nisbett & 

Ross, 1980), vivid detail is compelling. . 

Considering these two ways in ^hich thick descriptions lend themselves to 

a deliberative approach to teacher preparation makes it clear that such- 

methods have no unique ability to serve teacher education. Avoiding drawing 

conclusions is something that is possible in any study. * Educational 

researchers of all methodologicalN persuasions are oftein motivated by a desire 

to improve education. Why else be in education? Desire for improvement 

implies some idea of what things are. to be desired in education. These ideas 

may creep into descriptive studias as well as proce8s-*producl| studies* When 

they ^Oj the reader may be tempted to- accept the ideas without reflection, 

copying "the teacher activities that seem to be endorsed and avoiding those 

tha^ have an undesirable cast. Even completely descriptive studies ,> perhaps a 

complete, unedited videotape of a reading lesson, may be taken by preservice 



students, hungry for how-to-do-*it advice, as an implicit endorsement of 
whatever the teacher happened to be doing, 

'Process-product studies could likewise avoid drawing cbnclusions. Indeed 
some reseatchers may write the implications for practice section out of a 
sense that ifjts ejected of them rather than out of a desire to do so. The 
criticism that deigning a study that computes correlations between teacher 
behaviors and J|udent test scores is virtually drawing conclusions about what 
teachers should do. is well taken.' Btit the same criticism could be drawn about 
any descriptive study that focuses on some, aspects of the classroob (e.g., V 
teacher-student interactions, student language) and o^^s others (e,g,, 
teacher planning outside the classroom, interactions amWffe different 
teachers )- 

The fact that ethnographic studies are detailed may tend to focus the 
discussion on elaboration and interpretation of that detail, ratheiTthan on 
the questions of the pixJ^er alms of school and the other possible ways ipi 



possible 
nxM be a 



which the classroom njight have existed. That tendency woiiM be a weakness in 
the ethnographic approach. Limiting details may make some sorts of ; discussion 

more .difficult , but that difficulty may' be an »exAmple of not taking ithe easy 

* • . . . i ■ 

way oulljj^ forcing discusaion to move to ot^er, and perhaps more impotjtant, 

Ju. 

areas . , . _r 

The vividness of ethnographic studies is a two*-edged sword. ^The 
vividness may be compelling, but reliancjB on vividness of what happens to be 
reported makes it uncertain what direction the compulsion will push in* The 
consideration is "What about a research report will* be compelling and how can 
the writer or teacher educator compel change in belief in worthwhile 
directions?'* Thinking in terras of cqmpelling detail leaves control of the 
direction of change up to what happened' in the ' classrooms studied • Thinking 



in terms of rhetoric highlights the case the researcher * wants to make and lays 
open a wider variety of ways research results might.be made corapellingt 

I • 

The Vanishfring Role of the Teachei^ Educator ^' ^ 

The chief question to be yaised about thp recoramendations for discussion 

and conversation (rather than training) is whether these sugjgestions go too 

far in removing researchers and teacher educators from the role of drawing 

conclusions to be accepted by teachers. Fenstetmacher ' s and Zumwalt's 
« 

suggestion th^t teachers might or might not change their own beliefs when ^ 

t 

presented with research tkat contradicts them is both admirable and troubling. 

It is admirable because it acknowledges that research conclusions are 

« 

uncertain and that J:eacheir8, especially experienced teachers, have knowledge 

that should be properly credited^ It is troubling because it leaves unclear 

how decisions to change will be made and seems to shift the burden of deciding 

what to do entirely from the researcher to the teacher. 

As Buchmann (1983b) has argued in a dif f erent^cQnte*t , teacher knowledge 

is not knowledge unless there are checks on the validity of beliefs* A 

strength of research is its incorporation of systematic tests of individual 

beliefs, tests thaV are not part of the, everyday habits of individuals. While 

* • ♦ ■ 1^ 

it is probably true' that most experienced teachers have considerable wisdom 

~% ■ ■ 

about teaching and learning, it is probably also true that they are wrong 
about some ^f the things they think they have learned from their experience* 
(For further discussions of the problems of overemphasis on learning frptn 
experience, see Buchmann & Schwille, 1983; Feimian-Nemser & Buchmann, 1983; 
Flod^n,. Buchmann, & Schwille,, 1984) • . 

Wliat is not prominently present in these proposals is the guiding role of 

the teacher educator. Education is not brought about merely by encouraging 

1 * • /' 

s ■ ■ / 

/ 

■ ' . I 



discussion ^nd probing. Guidance, must be given in seeing the difference 

. / ' ■ 

between well-'gr45unided discussion and looses talk and between concluBions that 

are better supf^orted and less well supported by the data. / . % ' 

How the goodness of conversations is to be judged is a ^estion for which 

' • ^ / 

Buchmann offers suggestions, not clear anawers. What makes a conversation 
attractive is its reciprocal quality and the surprising/tutne it mayi take^i " 
Comments must -be relevant to the ^general 'topic but ne^d not, follow any narrow 
logical progression. Those who talk to inflate tl^ir own importance detract 
from a conversation rather than add to it.' 

Duchmann's analysis to date, however,, ia/ stronger on pointing to the 
problem than on providing the solution. Cwversat ions themselves have 
difficulties* Though lack of clarity an/ focus does not preclude* useful 

vjerbal Interchanges, it does make it m«)r.e difficult to sort the erroneous 

/ * * 

ide^s from the muddled but propeti^coj^ivict ions . Doing that requires removing 

some lack of clarity and filling sc/me gaps iin chains of reasoning. Tha^ takes' 

r J 

/ ■ ' - 

effort, and it may be that the reconstructed line of thinking will not do 

I ■ ^ 

justice to Its incomplete, ancestor . If the/final version is pf value, the 

/ * ■ i 

question of faitl^^trl! representyftti'dn may of little interest, but it is worth 
asking whether startitig with /conversation is the best way to search for truth. 

Buchmann' 8 analysis leaves some question about how the quality of 
conversations should be ju(lged. In/specifying criteria, a dilemma may arise 
because of the wish to* avoid both/an instrumental definition oif value (i.e», 
good conversations ate those tjiit lead to improved teacher *^or researcher 
performance) andean affect definition (i.e., good conversations are those that 
make the participants hap'py). The first tends to sound lik6 the research- 
. into-practice view thiit Buchmann rejects, although ijerhapa it can be recast in 
terms of rationality <>/ educational goals^* The second is clearly of vftlue to 



the participants as individuals but leaves doubts about the value to them as 
teachers or researchers. # " 

Education does- allow for intending to change ainds in specific ways. The 
restriction is on how this i* done-, not that it is done. Teacher educators 
(and* researchers wishing to educate their audience of teachers) can 
legitimately draw conclusions and try to get tdacheri^^ to accept those 



rcqnelusioLns . 



What a focus on education rather th^n training prohibits is (a) 



doing this ii\^^a^ay that decreases teachers' ability to reason about education 
and (b) doing it in a way that does n^t allow teachers to find out about the 
reasons behind the conclusions • 

Attempting to change teachers' jninds in an educative way is eispecially 
difficult for researchers, whose medium of commi)inication with most teachers is 
the written word. It is argued that articles written to describe reseafch to 
^achers tend not to be educative but/ instead, prescriptive of specific 
behaviors. If this is true, the reason may be that researchers have believed 
that the only way to get teachers td learn from research is to present them 
with simple conclus^ionp , leaving the^ derivation of those conclusions from ftie 
evidence to the researchers. This orientation amounts to a research-based 
training approach i^ written form. ^^^>sv * * 

But how can researchers write 8o as to persuade teachers to accept 
conclusions the researchers believe well justified and also to acknowledge the 
rationality of teachers (i.e., to educate, rather than to train)? One. might 
think, on consideration of the proposals for discussion and conversation^ that 
the written form makes the goal unattainable ♦ Is there a way? ^ 

Fenstermacher (1979) has hij: on something important in advocating that 
researchers find out about teachfers' beliefs, although his idea is partially 
misdirected . Fenstermachi^r uses | several examjjles to show that current beliefs 



. . • . ' ■ ■ 4 

have an effject on the way in which evidence presented will act to change 
Bubiective beliefs. 'The examples demonstrate that beliefs about the 
credibility of evidence or the vali>e of the goals to be attained may affeat 
the impact .that evid^ce can have on the transformation of beliefs about which 
teaching practices should .be undertaken. From this, Fens termacher. continues, 
it follows thaj: one must know what teachers belieye before oiie can change 
their beliefs. -In particular, the belief s/'researchers need to know a'bout are 
those that feachers have about the kinds^ of practices that produce student 
success at specified leatning tasks. , ^ . , ' 

• Fenstermacher is right in pointing to the importance of considerin^|^^ 
teachers' beliefs- But it is not necessajry that researcherei know what " • 
/ teachers think, for example, abput how to praise students before they can 
provide educative arguments. Much transformation can proceed without 
knowledge of teachers' subjectively reasonable beliefs. SucTn transformation 
presumably occurs in many educational settings, such as graduate seminars in 
education, without first discovering the ^beliefs of all the s'tudents present. 
Although transformation may sometimes be blocked because of lack of 
credibility of evidence or a failure to address topics of interest, it^ is ^ 
probably successful much of the time* . . | . 

The beliefs that seem most relevant are not those Fenstermacher suggests 
discovering Rather than finding out what causal links teachers currently 
' believe in, we should, as Fenstermacher own. examples suggest,, find out about 
the beliefs concerning the credibility of evidence or the goals considered 
worthwhile. It is a principle of rhetoric that to persuade you must begin iat 
a place where you and your audience agree. This kind of beginning need not 
require exact knowledge of wlikt the audience thinks but does require a sense 
of 'Where there are points of agreement. For an audience of teachers, it may , 
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be especially important; to consider what sorts of evidence they initially find 

•V ^ ^ 

credible and, what view of schooling goals they hold. 

• i > ■ 

ftaowledge of teachers' subjective beliefs about the effectiveness of 
various teaching pr'acticea may also prove useful for transforming It'heir 
beliefs using researclf ifesults. The investigation of^teacher beliefs about 
the causal links between their practicfaritis^^sti^^ direction 
in which Fenstermacher thintcs resfearcly^n teaching should go. Although I hf^^fe 
argueid above that such research is not a prerequisite for operation of the 

4 ■ 

transformation schema, it provide useful pe|agogic4||i|. tools. If teacher 

% 

educators knows what teachers initially believe,, they may take pains to * 
discredit those initial beliefs or to show how their plausibility is 
attributable to relationships not previously considered. Just as doctors may 
have been persuaded that their practice of insisting on closed windows had 
some value because it kep): out disease-icarrying mosquitos, rather than bad 
night air, so teachers may be led to see which aspects of their practice are 
valuable and hence to alter the others. 



Changing an Audience's Mind 
When addressed to an audience of teachers and other school workers, 
reports of research on teaching are attempts to change minds. If research 
reports are to persuade, report authprs .need to keep the persuasiveness of . 
their presentation in mind. This need suggests attention to the devices of 
rhetoric used in writing a report# 

. \ ■ <r 

Tlie thought that considerations of rhetoric are important in writing 

research reports may seem acaiqidalousi to some retsiearch^rs. Rhetoric conjures 

up images of the Sophists and current associations with political* propaganda , 

and advertis-ing* Reports of scientific studies of teaching are seen as v ^ 



neutral portrayals research procedures, obj^tive resul^ts, and the 
conclusions ^ that pan be logically derived frora these re'sults* ' . ^ 



, ^Although, inspired by the logical positivists, behavioral psychologists 
trie^. to remove all choice and ambiguity from social, research (Mackenzie, 
1977) , whatever success 4:hey achieved was pt CheVoAC^of putting jiside many 

. • '• ' ' . • 

educationally interesting questions. Research on teaching, from problem 
formulation, through study design, to preparation of ^giiclusions and 
inclinations, is filled with choice ,. indefiniteness and: ambiguity. Any a:J:udy 
may be presented and interpreted in more than one way, and the choice o^ 
presentation cannot be determined by strictly logipal* means . Because research 
conclusions caanot be derived in a strictly logical way from the set of events 
that make up a study of teaching, a'research report is an.vinformal argument \^ 
rat+ier than a proof, if the reader is to .accept the conclusions of the 
research, the argument must persuade that reader. Rhetoric is the field that 
gives serious consideration to tt^e persuasive nature of arguraenttf. 

Gusfleld (1981) has considered the use of rhetoric in the- reports of 
research on drivers who drink. Thi? research, like research on teaching, is 

X 

conducted with a ^iew toward, addressing a salient social concern. It is also 

% * • ^ . * 

similar in the ambiguity of key concepts: drunkenness in the one case and 
effective teaching in the other. 

Gusfield shows that .research has tried to support a view, of the problem 

in jwhich the primary fault is ♦placed on the driver. The audience iS to be 

» ■ ■ 

perfliiaded* that action should be taken to change the action? of drivers who 
drinki those who are to blame for unnecessary traffic deaths. Hidden are thp 
possibilities that ttfese drivers may not, be at f^ult, either because of the 
uncertain inferences from available ^vidence (and these inferences are indeed 
uncertain) or because the blame (and hence the splution) lies with the way 



rpftds and al^^^^^ are i;oti8 true ted. An^ffectively* hidden approach to/ 

t«tdae|^^^|^ fatalitiea jLs 'that pf building autoraobiiea. on -the^^sumpt ion 

tlva acciidi^^^^^^ Will -occatfionaUy happen (perhaps as a result oif drinking, 
perh^tp9 ordinary inauXention). « . , 

^^^^^ ■^^ Style of writing itself is a rhetorical device that tends 



to p^rswadM^^^^^ that the events reported admxt of onry one 

Interpretatipriv^ B^^^^^^^^ format that emphasizes technical procedures, of 



data collectii^tt ^rtd-^^a^^^^ the report creates the false iipipression that the 

researcher »as a person did not make choices about how to interpret the 
evidence* Liter^ti^re reviews can even create the impression that the problem 

itself was ijnpartially determined. Ending a re6$)i^3:ch report with a 

• ■ ■ - , ""V . , . . . - ■ 

"conclusiona"" or *'implication8" section showa that, the'^siuthor thinks that 

substantive propopitions have been demonstrated (or perhaps only suggested)* 

In iaa^y reports, introductions and summary statemients. about the contribution 

of the study to the field clearly auggest that the author wishes to persuade 

the reader ot the conclusions drawn. The rhetorical device, vof persu9,8ion is 

that of. making it seem as if the facta speak for themselves. * 

that that author meapa to convince his audience of certain, 
conclusions is both evicfent and explicit, 'fhe importance of 
method substantiates the overall style of detachment, ^rte meana to^ y 
convince, butj; not to persuade, by* presenting an external world to ^ 
the audience and allowing that external reality to do the 
convincing. Thus the language must be emptied of feelirfg and. 
emotion. The -tone mSft be clinical, detached, depersonalized. 
(Gu8field,^19Bl, p. 90) ^ ^ 

■■■■ • • r •• ( - 

Is Using Rhetoric for Changing Teachers' Minds Defensible? 
Bringing to consciousness the role of rhetoric in the presentation (to 
different audiences) of reports pf research on teaching may make waiters more 
cohacioud of ■ their, use of language. It a'lso, h9wever, t^aises the /spectre of 

... ' , / . ' • 

Machiavellian manipulation of tiaachers. Research on teaching do«Hfl not 
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(perhaps cannot) ptoduce certain and inunatal)le predtr^ptioas for action, yet 
teachers' mu0t act in soroe way. If . researchers feel that the weight of the 
evidence indicates that a particular change would be desirable, what 
persuasive rhetorical devices are they, justified in using to. try to persuade 
teachers to make that change? " ^ 

Those who have felt that science should be free from rhetoric rai|5ht 



contend that the fact that there is a question about which' rhetorical devices 



are l/egitimate confirms their initial belief that ^search reporting should be 
free from rhetoric. "The facts of the casp should be impartially presented," 
they might say, "so that' the readers can see for themselves tl)e conclusions 
tjiat^can be drawn." The alert reader will already see the flaw in their 
argument. An impartial preseritation of the facts is, in an important sense, 
impossible. An experiment can be described in many ways, each of them 
necessarily incomplete. A thoicie raust^e made among these descriptions. 
Furthermore, the language chosen makes a difference, both in the likelihoo(i . 
thtft readers will be*^fected by the report and in the way th^ repart will be 
interpreted. As indicated earlier, choosing an "impartial" "writing style is a 
rhetorical decision, which carries persuasive weight through the Impression it 
gives and which' tends to make the world seem simpler and more completely 
determined than iei^robably warranted. . . 

jaecause any way of reporting research on teaching involves rhetoric, the 
ion is not tohethcp it is defensible to use rhetoric in reporting such 
research but what uses of rhetoric are defensible. A productive way of 
looking at what might be indefensible is t^' return bo the criticisms of 
Buchmann, Fenstermacher^ and Zumwalt. They found fault with approaches in 
which teachers were told wl\ac to do because these approaches » although perhaps 
persuasive, do not ackno^Tl^dge the rationality of teachers and placed the 
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" researchera in an undeservedly ouperior poaition. These approaches imply 
teachers are not able to assess the iprth of what they were being told. What 
^hey criticize ,i8 just what Gue^field ( 1981) dofitcribes as the consequence of 

... the "impartial" style of scientific repprt^,ng. By making their resejircir^ound 
objective and carefully conducted, researchers on teacl^ing create the ifer;*^ 
impression thafc the results are certain and aimj/le, that great faith can be 
placed in the resultian^ and that the way the, r^searc^ has conceived the world 
is the onl> possible one^ Hence what these critics are Iflvocatlng is a^cTi^nge" 
from the current choice of rhiet;oric in research on teaching,. 

But what rhetorical devices qan be substituted and why? the changes they 

■ '.''(• 

describe involve a shift in the ratio of audience authority to author 

authority (Gusfield, 1981, p.* 92). 'Researchers writing for teachers often ^ 

. ■' ■ ' . -^^ 

aseura^ greater aifthority than the audience, suggesting that the researcher, haa 
found something which will be given to the audience. Thef critics suggest 
greater equality would be more desirable^ Vrtien researchers write for other 
researclxers, they often assume^a sort of equality, presenting the study, 

documenting the methods, and creating tehe impression that the audience can see 

J* 

just as well as the authors how the conclusions follow from -the evidence* The 
author seems to say, "I'll tell you j^st whflt was donev 'We wj.ll reason 
together and achieve a-consensus through fa^ct and rea$on, Yoa, as a rational 
person; cannot but reach the same conclusioa as X'** (Gusfield, 1981, p. 92). 
But this apparent equality is illusory and not what the critics would hope to 



Create* The author still retains greater authority through deciding how to ^^ 
(selectively) present what was dpne and" through leading toward a particular *i) • ^ 
set of conclusions. True equality is even more questionable if knowledge of 
research methods and concepts id;.,"^ >q«aUy shared between\reader and ^ 
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audience-^a situation that would typically be the case if teachers were to 
read such articles* 

The .critii20 \^iBh to create a more truly equal ratio between research 
writer and teacher reader. They wish the rjeaders to consider the evidence, 
discujuyj^ with others, and drawj;heir own cJ^cUisions. Perhaps the ^ 
rhetorical style o£ pjreseatation they«would pref^er would be one in which the 
author presumes less authority that> the i^eader for drawing concilusions , 

* 

presenting what happened in jthe . research without trying to persuade the reader 
;that anytHirtg follows from the research. Buchmann's suggestion of 
.conversation as the model for the r^^lationship between research and practice » 
would be consistent with the idea thdt the researcher should attempfnot to , 
persud'de, but only to offer evidence (or thoughts) for Consideration. The-- i ^ 
author 's" goal would be to contribute to the ongoing conversation rather than 
to change teachers' minds in a particular way. Fens termdcher and Zumwalt have 
more definite goals of^ developing in teachers the ^ability to "be more 
thoughtful about education or to give teachers new concepts with which to 
think ^bout teaching and education. But they both wish to abandon the idea 
that teachers should be brought to believe the conclusions researchers draw 
from their work. All three seem to advocate abandonment of the goal of 
persuasion; rhetoric might be used to help the audience of teachers understand 
what wa«*^*done in the research, but not to persuade teachers to accept the 
conclusions of research* ^ 

J Is t^ib abandonment of the goal of persuasion the only defensible 
approach to the rhetoric of research? To put it more dramiatically, is no 
'v<riue to b« given to the researcher *b ability to draw conclusiona frorii 
research? A good case can be made that research on teaching can contribute to 
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the education of, teachers while still trying to perfluade teachers to come to 

» ■ ^ \^ 

b|^lieve the conclusions researchers have drawn from their wprk» 

« • 

Arguably^ the most important difference between training and education is 
that in education tt\e student must come to hold the new beliefs for reasons 
that are both sound and thought by thfe student to be good reasons. 
Furthermore, to the extent approi)riVte to the student's current stage of 
intellectual. growth, ^the reasons are the same ones the teacher would use to 
justify the new beliefs. This means that, again to the extent appropriate . (a 
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crucial but necessarily vague i)hrase)> the teacher must be ready to answer 
Students^ questions about' why beliefs should be held. This requirement of 
giving students good reasons for what they believe generalfy rules out o 
training based solely on^ appeals to authority ("You should believe th\s 
because research has shown it to be true.^') or based on attempts to persuade 
that do not carry the provision of g6od grounds for holding the conclusions. 

^ ^ So far this is consistent with the criticisms of Buchmann, Fens termacher , _ 
and Zumwalt. But the requirement does not require that students b^ given only^**^ 
the ireasons (without the conclusions), nor does it imply that only the power 
of Nreason can be used in getting students to hold beliefs for good reasons. 
The charismatic power of some lecturers can be drawn on legitimately in 
education, provided that charisma is not the only means of persuasion, that 
the lecturer is open"^ where appropriate) to communicating the grounds of his 
or her beliefs to the students, and that the students come to have good 
reasons for the beliefs they hold. 

What this means for researchers on teaching is that the aim of persuading 

teachers to acceptj^research conclusions drawn by researchers c6n be a part of A 

' ' ' ■ . *. ' - *' 

education as long aa it ifli neithet an attempt to get teachers to accept only 

the conclusions (apart from Cha good reasons for accepting the conclusions) 
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nor a process in which the reseaircher is unwilling to address questions the 
teachers may have about the grounds for belief* 

The l^itter requirement is, for two reasons, problematic for the case of 
reporting research on teaching to teachers* In the first plac^, the medium 
for reporting may preclude (or at least require reinterpreting) the 
possibility that teachers can raise^s^h quefstions. ^ If the report is written, 
communication with the author is difficult, and the rcpoi^t itself must in some 
way anticipate such questions and allow the teacher to have them answered, 
perhaps by addressing them explicitly in ^Yye paper, perhaps by providing easy 
access to sources from which they ^nay be answered* In the second place,.. the ^ 
habits developed through past interactions between researchers and teachers 
will not incline teachers to ask questions. Their expectTation is to be told 
what research has found to be true, not to raise questions about why they 
should believe research claims. * . „ . 

This is, however, a problem to be addressed in itself, not a reason why 
researchers must refrain from trying to persuade teachers to accept particular 
conclusions. Researchers can contribute more than conceptcf, data, and 

viewpoints (each of these can still be of value) and still avoid enforcing a 

* * 

narrow vision of schools and teachings 



ERJC . 



32 



Refgrenoeg • 

brpphy, J., & Good, T. L. (iix, pfess). Teacher behavior and student 

achievement. In M. Wittroc.k (Ed.), Third handbook o£ research gn . _ 
teaching . New York: Macrailian. (Also available as IRT Occasional Paper 
• No. 73. East Lanaingi Michigan Statd University/ Institute for 
Research on Teaching.) ' 

Buchmann, M. (I98:ia). Argument and conversation as diacouirse models of 

V knowledge use (Qccaaional Paper No. 68). East Lansing: Michigan State 
Oniversity, Institute for Research on Teaching. 

Buchmann, M. (1983b). Role over person: Justifying teacher action and 
decisions (Research Series No. 135). East Lansing: Michigan State 
University, Institute for Research on Teaching, jn^ 

Buchmann,. M. (in press). The use of research knowledge in teacher education 
and teaching. American Journal of Education . (Also available as ittT 
Occasional Paper No. 71. East Lansing: Michigan State University, 
Institute for Research oh Teaching.) 

« 

Buchmann, M., & Schwille,^^J^„**W83) . Education: The overcoming of 

experience. AmericaaJouroal of Education , 92, 30-51. (Also available 
as'IRT Occasional Paper No. 6i. East Lansing: Michigan State 
University, Insititute for Research on Teaching.) 

Clifford, G. J. (1973). A history of the impact of research on teaching. In 
R. M. W. Travers (Ed.), Second handbook of research on teaching . 
Chicago, IL: Rand McNally. 

» 

Cronbach, L.. J. (1975). Beyond the two disciplines of scientific psychology. 
American Psychologist , 30 , 116-127. 

Dewey, J. (1904).; The relation of theory to practice in the education of 

teachers. la. National Soqiety for tfle Scientific Study of Education, 

Tturd Yearbook (Part I). Bloomington, IL: Public School Publishing Co. 
— ^ . 

Dunkin, M., & Biddle, B. 1(1974). The study of teaching . New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, & Winston. 

Eisner, El W. (1984). Can educational research inform educational practice? 

Phi Delta Kappan , 65(7), 447-452. 
. « ^ » •> 

Feiman-Nemser, S., & Buchmann, M. (1983). Pitfall? of experience in teacher 
preparation. In P. Tarair (Ed.). Preservica and inservice education of 
science teachers . Glenside, PA: International , Science Services. (Alao 
available as IRT Occasional Paper No. 65jh^ East Lansing: Michigan ' 
State University, Institute for Research ^n Teaching.) 

Fenstermacher, G. D. (1979). A philosophical consideration of recent 

resevch on. teacher ef f ectivenwa . In L« 8. Shulman (Ed.), Review of 
research in. education 6. 



29 



Fenatermacher, G. D. (1980).* On learning to teach effectivlly from research 
on teacher effectiveness. In C. Denhara & A. Lieberraan (Eds*), Time to 
^ i£S£E* Washington,^ DC: National Institute of Education. 

Flanders, N. (1970). Analyzing teacher behavior . Reading, MA: Addispn- . 

Wesley. ^ 

Floden, R. E., Buchmann, M., fi^ Schwille, J. R. (1984, April). The case for ^ 
separation of home and school > Paper presented to the annual meeting of 
the American Education^ Research AssociatioA, New Orleans, LA. 

Gusfield, J. R. (1981). The culture of public problems : Drinking-driving 
and the symbolic order , Chicago, IL: University pf Chicago Press.** 



Hertzberg, H- W. (1976). Competency based teacher education: Does it have a 
past or a future? Teachers College Record , 78 , 1-21» ♦ 

House, E. R. (1974). The politics of educational innovation (Chapt'er 8). 
Berkeley, CA; McCutchan* 

Houston, W. R- (Ed.) (1974), Foreword, In Competency assessment, research, 
aVid evaluation: A report of a nationaj. conference March 12-15, 1974 . 
Washington, DCX: American AssQciation-€tf Colleges forTeacher Education. 

James, W, (1958). Talks to teachers on psychology . New York: Norton. 
(Original work published 1899) 



i 



Koehler, V. (1983). Introduction: A research base for the content of teacher 
education. In D. Smith (Ed.), Essehtlal knowledge for beginning 
educators . (Clearinghouse No. SP 022 600) • ^ 

Mackenzie, B. D. (1977). Behaviorism and the limits of scientific method . 
Boston, MA: Rout ledge & Kegan Paul. 

Medley, D. (1977). Teacher competency and teacher effectiveness: A review of 
process -product research . Washington, DC: American Association of 
Colleges x^r Teacher Education.* \ ' * 

Nisbett, H. , & Ross, L. (1980). Human inference; Strategies and shortcomings 
of social judgment . Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Phillips, D. C. ♦(1980). What do the researcher and the practitioner have to 
offer each other? Educational' Researcher , 9il2) , 17-20,24. 

'* ■ . " ' 

Rosenaiiine, B. , & Meyers, L. (1978). Staff development for teaching basic 

ekiUs.' Theory into Practice , IJ* 267-271. , 

Scheffler, I. (1973). Reason and teaching . London: RoUtledge & Kegan Paul.' 

t ' ■> . . ■ • ' 

Zurawalt, K. K. (1982). Research on teaching: Policy implications for teacher 
education. In A. Ueberman & M. W. McLaughlin (Eds.), Policy making in 
" education. Slst yearbook of the National Society for the Study 
of Education (Part I). .Chicago, IL; University of Chicago Press. 



ERIC , 34 



